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Pregnancy Discrimination in Mexico's
Maquiladora System: Mexico's
Violation of its Obligations under
NAFTA and the NAALC
LaurieJ Bremer*
I. Introduction.
Pregnancy discrimination is a form of sex discrimination based on a woman's preg-
nancy status.1 This is considered a form of sex discrimination specifically because it is dis-
crimination based on a condition that is unique to women.2 In Mexico's maquiladora sector
several "legally objectionable practices" occur based on pregnancy status: hiring based on
pregnancy status, forced resignations, job altering or reassignment, and violations of health
and safety laws.3 Pregnancy discrimination is a regular occurrence in Mexico's maquilado-
ras, is an invasion of a woman's right to privacy, and can sometimes be an unlawful restraint
on a woman's ability to choose the spacing and number of her children. 4
Because pregnancy is a condition tied directly to being female, when women are
treated differently by employers or future employers simply because they are pregnant-or -
may become pregnant, they are being discriminated against in a manner that men are
not.5 Pregnancy discrimination targets women for a condition that only women can
experience. For this reason, pregnancy screening and the resulting discrimination consti-
tutes sex discrimination.6
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1. See Questions and Answers about Pregnancy Discrimination in Mexico (Human Rights Watch,
New York, N.Y.) (visited Feb. 16, 1999) <http://www.hrw.org/campaigns/wrp-
mexico/engqa 19a.html> [hereinafter HRW Questions].
2. See id.
3. See Michelle Smith, Potential Solutions to the Problem of Pregnancy Discrimination in
Maquiladoras Operated by U.S. Employers in Mexico, 13 BERKELEY WOMEN'S L.J. 195, 197 (1998).
4. See No Guarantees: Sex Discrimination in Mexico's Maquiladora Sector (Human Rights Watch,
Women's Rights Project, Mexico and New York, N.Y.), Aug. 1996 (last modified Mar. 11, 1999)
<http://www.hrw.org/summaries/s.mexico968.html> [hereinafter Human Rights Watch].
5. See id.
6. See id.
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Over 500,000 workers are employed by maquiladoras and over fifty percent of those
workers are women.7 Women are considered strong and productive workers, making
them very desirable candidates for employment in U.S.-owned corporate production
facilities in Mexico. Maquiladoras, or exporting processing factories, generate $29 billion
in exports for the United States. 8 While maquiladoras are very dependent on the produc-
tivity of women workers, so too are the women workers dependent on the maquiladora.
For many of the women working in maquiladoras, there is no alternate source of employ-
ment.9 Women are often uneducated and do not contest pregnancy testing. 10 Women
lack the requisite understanding of what their basic rights are under Mexican law, and
they have little hope of finding employment elsewhere even if they are aware of the dis-
criminatory nature of the practice. Working conditions are poor and workers are often
deprived of many of their basic rights.1I Furthermore, there is very little bargaining
power for workers. 12 As one former employee of a maquiladora in Cuidad Acufia,
Mexico 13 stated, "poor working conditions and an uneducated work force foster an envi-
ronment that leaves the employee with little bargaining ability."'14
While Mexico's "official" unemployment rate is only 6.3 percent, this figure is "widely
acknowledged by the U.S. Commerce Department and other U.S. agencies as being signif-
icantly underestimated."' 15 In reality, there are very few job opportunities other than
working in the maquiladora system available to the many poor, uneducated women. 16
Many Mexican women, particularly those of childbearing age, are incredibly limited
as to where they can find employment. These women are faced with the option of object-
ing to the practice of pregnancy screening and losing their opportunity for employment
within the maquiladora or submitting to the test and being employed. With little or no
redress available, women often realize that this is the least of their problems in working in
the maquiladora.17
This pregnancy screening is also contrary to Mexican law and to the objectives of the
North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC). NAALC is the labor side
agreement to the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Through NAALC,
Mexico has committed itself to promoting and enforcing its preexisting labor laws, and it
7. See id.
8. See id.
9. See Leo McGrady, NAFTA and Workers' Rights: A Canadian's Perspective (last modified Nov. 30,
1998) <http://Iaboris.uqam.ca/anact/McGrady.htm>.
10. See id.
11. See Telephone Interview with Jenna Stitzel, Former Materials Manager of VMI-Loving
Industri, Cuidad Acuna (Apr. 12, 1999).
12. See John P. Isa, Testing the NAALC's Dispute Resolution System: A Case Study, 6 AM. U. J.
GENDER & L. 615,630 (Summer 1998).
13. The former employee that was interviewed for this paper is an American woman who worked
in the management side of the maquiladora. Jenna Stitzel did not work on the assembly or
production lines, and she was not personally forced to undergo pregnancy screening.
14. Stitzel, supra note 11.




has committed itself to striving to improve its labor laws. Mexican domestic law is very
comprehensive and provides adequate protection for women against pregnancy discrimi-
nation; however, the Mexican government has chosen a policy of nonenforcement of its
laws. This is done to protect the foreign investment that is generated by the maquiladoras,
and it is in direct violation of Mexico's obligations under NAFTA and NAALC. While the
American corporations deserve to bear some of the fault for implementing such intrusive
and illegal practices, the Mexican government readily allies itself with these corporate
interests at the expense of workers' rights and NAALC.
This article is divided into sections that will generally explore why the problem of
pregnancy discrimination is so rampant in Mexico's maquiladora system. It will also
address why pregnancy discrimination is a violation of Mexican domestic law and how
nonenforcement of these domestic laws by the Mexican government is a violation of
Mexico's obligations under NAALC. Finally, this article will address how the problem of
pregnancy discrimination is being addressed through a cooperative effort of the United
States and Mexican governments via NAALC.
Section II explains the objectives of NAALC, considers Mexico's obligations as a sig-
natory of NAALC, and addresses the effectiveness of NAALC in promoting labor princi-
ples and cooperation among member countries. Section III is an overview of Mexican
domestic laws that relate to the subject of pregnancy screening and illustrates the course
of nonenforcement implemented by the Mexican government.
Section IV includes a comparative look at the maternity benefits of all three NAFTA
member countries (the United States, Canada, and Mexico) and includes a discussion of
the impact of foreign direct investment on Mexico's decision making. Section V covers
the United States National Administrative Office (U.S. NAO) Submission No. 9701 that
was filed against Mexico by several non-governmental organizations (NGOs), both
Mexican and American. Section VI addresses Mexico's resistance to the idea of altering its
behavior and considers the impact that NAALC's dispute resolution system has had in the
past, and will have in the future, on Mexican governmental policies.
II. NAALC, NAFTA, and Mexico's Obligations.
NAALC is the supplemental labor agreement to NAFTA.' 8 NAALC developed out of
concerns of the labor movement of the effect NAFTA would have on the rights of work-
ers, particularly in Mexico.1 9 NAALC is the first labor treaty to be linked to a trade agree-
ment.20 Considered a "political compromise:' NAALC serves to monitor and challenge
member countries. 2 1
18. U.S. NAT'L ADMIN. OFF. (BUREAU OF INT'L LABOR AFFAIRS - U.S. DEPT. OF LABOR), PUBLIC REPORT
OF REVIEW OF NAO SUBMISSION No. 9701, (Jan. 12, 1998) <http://www.dol/gov/dol/ilab/pub-
lic/media/reports/nao/pubrep97ol.htm> [hereinafter NAO PUBLIC REPORT].
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Initially, NAALC, as proposed by the United States, was an ambitious agreement that
provided binding social norms apart from those already in place in the member coun-
tries' own domestic laws. 22 This was similar to the International Labor Organization
(ILO) structure, whereby countries are bound to uphold international norms and stan-
dards. However, Canada and Mexico were reluctant to agree to this agreement because of
concerns about sovereignty. 23 What ultimately resulted was a Canadian draft that was far
less ambitious. In fact, the member countries are not bound by any international norms.
The countries are committed by their agreement under NAALC to enforce their own
domestic labor laws. 24
Essentially, the governments of Canada, the United States, and Mexico, in an effort to
abide by their commitments under NAFTA, agreed to "create an expanded and secure
market for the goods and services produced in their territories, enhance the competitive-
ness of their firms in global markets, create new employment opportunities and improve
working conditions and living standards in their respective territories, and protect,
enhance and enforce basic workers' rights."25 Through NAALC, each country agreed to
focus on the following: "affirming their continuing respect for each Party's constitution
and law; desiring to build on their respective international commitments and to strength-
en their cooperation on labor matters; seeking to complement the economic opportuni-
ties created by NAFTA with the human resource development; [and] resolving to pro-
mote... economic development in North America."26
A. THE PURPOSES OF NAALC.
On September 14, 1993,27 the United States, Mexico, and Canada signed NAALC. 28
The purpose of NAALC is not to create a bureaucracy but rather to enhance the standards
in each country and to improve working conditions and living standards. 29 NAALC is
designed to promote labor principles, exchanges of information, cooperation among
member countries, and collaboration. 30 The labor principles, as set out in Annex 1 of
NAALC, are intended to guide each country but do not establish any minimum stan-




25. North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation, Sept. 13, 1993, U.S.-Mex.-Can., Preamble,
32 I.L.M. 1499,1502 [hereinafter NAALC].
26. See id. at 1502.
27. See Dr. Leoncio Lara, Mexican Director of Evaluation and Consultation in NAALC Secretariat,
Lecture to SMU NAFTA Law Class (Mar. 23, 1999).
28. It is important to note that while NAALC was signed by the three member countries on
September 14, 1993, NAALC did not actually come into force until January 1, 1994.
29. See NAALC, supra note 25; see also Lara, supra note 27.
30. See NAALC, supra note 25.
31. See Matthew J. Griffin, The North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation: A Flawed Attempt at
Promoting Continental Labor Standards, 21 SUFFOLK TRANSNAT'L L. REV. 113, 116 (Winter 1997).
32. See id.
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on another.33 It does "not create new levels of government, rather it establishes a coordi-
nating structure among the countries."34
NAALC includes objectives to which Mexico, Canada, and the United States are com-
mitted, including the promotion of the labor principles established in Annex 1:35
1) Freedom of association and protection of the right to organize
2) The right to bargain collectively
3) The right to strike
4) Prohibition of forced labor
5) Labor protection for children and young persons
6) Minimum employment standards
7) Elimination of employment discrimination
8) Equal pay for women and men
9) Prevention of occupational injuries and illnesses
10) Compensation in cases of occupational injuries and illnesses
11) Protection of migrant workers. 36
NAALC does not create new standards; instead, each country is committed to the
enforcement of its own laws.37 NAALC member countries are further committed to:
* investing in continuous human resource development, including for
entry into the work force and during periods of unemployment;
* promoting employment security and career opportunities for all work-
ers through referral and other employment services;
* strengthening labor-management cooperation to promote greater dia-
logue between worker organization and employers... ;
* promoting higher living standards as productivity increases;
* encouraging consultation and dialogue between labor, business and
government both in each country and in North America;
fostering investment with due regard for the importance of labor laws
and principles;
* encouraging employers and employees in each country to comply with
labor laws and to work together in maintaining a progressive, fair, safe,
and healthy working environment. 38
NAALC essentially seeks to encourage countries to enforce their own laws and to strive
to improve their labor conditions. Any failure to do so is a clear violation of the spirit of
NAALC. Particularly, concerning the Mexican government's failure to enforce domestic anti-
33. While no one country may impose its rules or standards on another country, according to
NAALC, the structure of NAALC is such that recommendations may be issued from other
countries through the National Administrative Offices. Depending on the labor principle
involved, the offending country may then be required to submit to ministerial consultation
and more.
34. See McGrady, supra note 9.
35. See NAALC, supra note 25, art. 1 & annex 1.
36. See id. at 1515-16.
37. See id. at preamble.
38. See id. at 1502-03.
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discrimination laws in light of violations through pregnancy screening, NAALC has many
provisions. The relevant articles of NAALC state that countries must enforce their own laws
and must take appropriate government action in response to violations.39 Article 2 of
NAALC states that each country "shall ensure that its labor laws and regulations shall provide
for high labor standards.' 40 Article 3 of NAALC obligates each country to "promote compli-
ance with and effectively enforce its labor law through appropriate government action... "41
NAALC obligates Mexico to allow access to tribunals42 and to promote the elimination of
sex discrimination. 43 Article 4 of NAALC provides that each country shall "ensure that per-
sons with a legally recognized interest under its law in a particular matter have appropriate
access to administrative, quasi-judicial, judicial or labor tribunals... -44
The three member countries (the United States, Mexico, and Canada) are required to
eliminate employment discrimination and to establish minimum employment
standards.45 The most pertinent articles regarding pregnancy discrimination are the pre-
viously mentioned article 3, regarding government enforcement action, and article 4,
regarding private action. 46 Additionally, article 7, Public Information and Awareness,
obligates Mexico, the United States, and Canada to "promote public awareness of its labor
law."47 This is to be accomplished through the following means: "(A) ensuring that public
information is available related to its labor law and enforcement and compliance proce-
dures; and (B) promoting public education regarding its labor law." 48
Also of great importance is Mexico's obligation under article 1 of NAALC. Under the
"Objectives" article, the member countries are bound to "promote compliance with, and
effective enforcement by each Party of, its labor law, and foster transparency in the adminis-
tration of labor law."49 Clearly, Mexico has defied the very premise on which NAALC is based.
Mexico's violation of the articles of NAALC negates the spirit and the objectives of NAALC.
Of great importance are these two primary objectives of NAALC: (1) to promote
labor principles and extensive cooperation in labor and (2) to provide effective enforce-
ment of labor regulations and laws.50 In understanding the effect of Mexico's violation of
its obligations under NAALC, it is necessary to briefly address NAALC's effectiveness in
these areas.
39. See id. arts. 2, 3, 4.
40. See NAALC, supra note 25, art. 2.
41. See id. art. 3.
42. A Job or Your Rights: Continued Sex Discrimination in Mexico's Maquiladora Sector (Human
Rights Watch, Mexico) (Dec. 1998) at 6 [hereinafter HRW A job].
43. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4, at 3.
44. See NAALC, supra note 25, art. 4.
45. See id.
46. See NAALC, supra note 25, arts. 3,4.
47. See id. art. 7.
48. See id.
49. See id. art. 1.
50. See HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT CANADA (DEVELOPMENT DES RESSOURCES HUMAINES
CANADA), The North American Agreement on Labour Cooperation (NAALC) (visited Apr. 13,
1999) <http://labour.hrdc-drhc.gc.ca/labour/newsrele/9709b-e.html-ssi> [hereinafter HUMAN
RESOURCES CANADA I.
Autumn 1999 573
B. NAALC's EFFECTIVENESS IN PROMOTING LABOR PRINCIPLES AND COOPERATION.
NAALC has enjoyed a high degree of success in promoting labor principles and
international cooperation. In this area, where flexibility is necessary to gain ground over
the derogation of the labor market, NAALC fits well into this framework. 5 1 In the forum
of international cooperation and promotion of workers' rights, NAALC has been called
the essential element, the "lost piece of jigsaw" in the international order.5 2 Even critics of
NAALC have been forced to grudgingly admit that in this area, NAALC has had at least
"modest successes in labour's favor."5 3
Perhaps the strongest aspect of NAALC is its ability to generate a heightened public
awareness.5 4 The NAALC process creates a forum that enables NGOs, countries, and the
public as a whole an opportunity to become aware of and comment on the complaints that
are filed. Because this international scrutiny, generated through NAALC's procedural mecha-
nisms, often leads to some level of compliance, it is argued that NAALC has been an over-
whelming success. "In an international system convened on the basis of labor cooperation,
the notion of cooperation should prevail over any kind of disciplinary system." 55
International scrutiny has played a commanding role in the case of Mexico's nonen-
forcement of domestic protections for pregnant women. 56 The Human Rights Watch
(HRW) investigation is one example of the effective use of NAALC's ability to publicly dis-
seminate information. The HRW filed the complaint under NAALC (U.S. NAO Submission
9701).57 This submission, as well as the HRW investigation, received a tremendous amount
of attention that would likely not have been focused on this issue otherwise. Knowing that
NAALC obligated Mexico to enforce its labor laws and that NAALC had a procedural system
for filing grievances, the HRW launched the following investigation:
In March 1995 the Human Rights Watch Women's Rights Project sent a mis-
sion to Mexico to investigate discrimination against pregnant workers or
women who might become pregnant in the maquiladora sector. We inter-
viewed women's rights activists, maquiladora personnel, labor rights advo-
cates, Mexican government officials, community organizers, and victims of
sex-based employment discrimination in five cities .... We interviewed
women who currently or in the recent past worked as line workers or assem-
blers in forty-three maquiladora plants along the border.58
51. See Leoncio Lara Saenz, Economic Integration, Labor Law and Social Security in the Americas,
Vina del Mar, Chile April 14-15, 1998 (visited Apr. 13, 1999) <http://laboris.uqam.ca/
Conference/Textes-LarasaenzEng.htm>.
52. See Lara, supra note 27.
53. See Roy J. Adams & Parbudyal Singh, Early Experience with NAFTA's Labour Side Accord, 18
CoMP. LAB. L.J. 161,181 (Winter 1997).
54. See McGrady, supra note 9.
55. See Saenz, supra note 51.
56. The complaint filed against Mexico under NAALC for its violations regarding pregnancy dis-
crimination will be discussed in further detail in this paper. Particular attention will be paid to
the procedures and outcome of U.S. NAO Submission No. 9701.
57. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4.
58. See id.
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In addition to prompting NGOs to increase their efforts, the publicity created by
NAALC has also impacted governments, corporations, and NAALC itself. The heightened
awareness on the matter has led to extensive activities and research by the administrative
bodies of NAALC. There have also been a series of cooperative activities between govern-
ments and international conferences. 59 In a review of NAALC's progress, the Council of
NAALC commented "[tihe Council is pleased to recognize that over the past four years
under the NAALC, important new institutions and networks have been established, many
fields of common concern have been explored, significant challenges have been identified,
and much experience in international cooperation has been gained."60
Under NAALC, parties, either governmental or private, are now accountable to the
other member nations. 6 1 This has met with some criticism because it focuses on a party's
desire for good will and essentially relies on a government's whims; 62 however, in the area
of public awareness and moral pressure, NAALC has been generally successful. For exam-
ple, companies in the maquiladora region have become more cautious in their pregnancy
screening practices. In some cases, companies have gone to great lengths to avoid being
affiliated with a complaint to NAALC.63 General Motors has even changed its policy of
screening for pregnancy although they continue to maintain the legality of the practice. 64
A recent letter from General Motors to Human Rights Watch stated in relevant part:
General Motors has conducted a review of its hiring practices in Mexico and
has decided to discontinue the practice of pre-hire maternity testing and the
consequent denial of job offers to pregnant applicants .... [Olur review
revealed that the practice of pre-hire maternity testing and refusal to hire
pregnant job applicants is legal and very common in Mexico. General Motors
is unilaterally taking this step to discontinue the practice and is hopeful that
other companies will do the same. 65
Clearly General Motors, like other corporations, recognizes that the cost attached to a
meritorious claim under NAALC outweighs any benefit the company has in continuing
the practice of pre-hire pregnancy screening. This is a prime example of NAALC's suc-
cess. NAALC's ability to generate an awareness of the issues to which it pertains has been
an overall success. From prompting NGOs to conduct investigations to generating public
interest and encouraging corporations to voluntarily comply with laws, NAALC has been
an effective publicity mechanism.
59. See Lance Compa, NAFTA's Labor Side Accord: A Three-Year Accounting, 3 NAFTA L. & Bus.
REV. AM. 6, 14-15 (Summer 1997).
60. See NAALC Press Release, Review of the NAALC: Part Three: Conclusions of the Council (visited
Apr. 13, 1999) <http:/lwww.naalc.orglenglish/infocentre/announcement/announce5_2.htm>.
61. See McGrady, supra note 9.
62. See Stephen F. Befort & Virginia E. Cornett, Beyond the Rhetoric of NAFTA Treaty Debate: A
Comparative Analysis of Labor and Employment Law in Mexico and the United States, 17 CoMP.
LAB. L.J. 269 (Winter 1996).
63. See Adams & Singh, supra note 53, at 176.
64. See Letter from Walter Ralph, Manager International Benefits, General Motors, to LaShawn
Jefferson, Human Rights Watch (Mar. 7, 1997) (on file with Human Rights Watch).
65. See id.
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C. NAALC's EFFECTIVENESS IN ENFORCEMENT.
In the area of enforcement, rather than cooperation and public awareness, NAALC is
subject to greater criticism. NAALC has been called "a model of regulatory toothlessness.' '66
And although defenders of NAALC have argued that it is a "toothless tiger' 67 there is merit
to the claim that NAALC lacks effectiveness in enforcing its decisions.
One complaint that has surfaced is that NAALC's procedural system is limited. A
complaint, such as the submission filed by the HRW against Mexico, is limited because of
the type of labor principle it involves. NAALC provides for differing levels of review
depending on the labor principle at issue. This means a complaint based on a labor prin-
ciple, such as the elimination of employment discrimination, is limited as to how far it
may travel through NAALC's procedural system.68 The three tiers of review of a com-
plaint depend on the labor principle involved and can be summarized as: (1) a general
review by the NAO; (2) a review by an independent Evaluation Committee of Experts;
and (3) arbitration and sanctions (very restricted and as yet untested). 69
Critics note that NAALC has no real means of enforcing its decisions for a majority
of labor principles as sanctions are reserved for violations of only three of the eleven
labor practices.70 To date, the issue of pregnancy discrimination in Mexico has not been
classified into one of the three labor standards that permit sanctions. 7 1 This means that
even if Mexico were to fully ignore any recommendations by the U.S. NAO on this matter,
clearly violating Mexico's obligations under NAALC and NAFTA, there would be no pro-
cedural ramifications under NAALC. This has led one critic to note that Mexico's self-
interest could in effect negate the very agreement itself.7 2
NAALC's dispute resolution system has not yet been extensively tested, and it allows
for a great deal of rhetoric. 73 "Major instances of abusive practices have been identified
. yet, to date, not a single enforcement action has been leveled against an offending coun-
try nor a targeted practice abolished."74 Despite the harsh criticism NAALC has received
for its inability to actually bind countries to any of its recommendations, NAALC is still
an effective body in its persuasive powers.
In the case of Mexico and its noncompliance with NAALC's requirement that coun-
tries enforce its own labor laws, NAALC has had moderate, albeit laboriously slow,
66. See Public Citizen-Global Trade Watch, School of Real Life Results (visited Oct. 9, 1999)
<http://www.citizen.org/pctrade/nafta/reports/calif5.htm> [hereinafter Public Citizen).
67. See Saenz, supra note 51.
68. See NAALC, supra note 25, arts. 21-41.
69. See McGrady, supra note 9.
70. See Isa, supra note 12.
71. The three labor principles that may be taken all the way through NAALC's procedural struc-
ture relate to: (1) health and safety, (2) child labor, and (3) minimum wages. Unless preg-
nancy discrimination is reclassified as a health and safety matter, NAALC limits the redress
available.
72. See Griffin, supra note 31.
73. See id.
74. See Public Citizen, supra note 66.
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progress. Ultimately, even the identifying of relevant portions of Mexican law and having
the Mexican government concede that these provisions protect women against pregnancy
discrimination proved an arduous task.
III. Mexican Domestic Law.
Because each country is required by NAALC to enforce it own laws and because any
failure to do so by Mexico is a violation of its obligations under NAFTA, it is necessary to
look at the domestic law of Mexico. Theoretically, Mexican law is very comprehensive. 75
As will be discussed, the maternity leave provisions established by Mexican law are very
thorough and, on their face, appear to completely provide for and protect pregnant
women. 76 Mexican labor legislation is intended to remedy abuses and implement social
justice. 77 While Mexican legislation may be comprehensive and "as beautiful as poetry"' 78
even the most precise laws are useless when they are not enforced. 79
A. MEXICAN LAWS THAT ARE VIOLATED BY PRE-HIRE AND POST-HIRE PREGNANCY
DISCRIMINATION.
Pregnancy screening violates many of Mexico's domestic laws. Mexico's legislation
guarantees equality between the sexes. It also guarantees the right to decide on the num-
ber and spacing of one's children. Mexico's legislation prohibits sex discrimination and
protects pregnant women. 80 Article 4 of the Political Constitution of the United Mexican
States (Mexican Constitution) guarantees equality among the sexes under the law. This
entitles women to be free of intrusive questioning and discriminatory practices that men,
by virtue of their inability to be pregnant, do not undergo.
The Mexican Constitution very clearly defines an individual's absolute right to deter-
mine the spacing and number of one's children.81 The Mexican federal labor code also
addresses the issue of sex discrimination/pregnancy discrimination. The Mexican federal
labor code prohibits sex-based distinctions among workers in articles 3 and 56, prohibits
hiring discrimination based on sex in article 133(l), and ensures equality among the sexes
in article 164.82 Again, the fact that being pregnant is a condition unique to women enti-
tles women, under Mexican domestic law, to be free from discrimination based on this
condition.
75. See Lara, supra note 27.
76. Ironically, these "comprehensive" laws have actually led critics to take aim at the under-inclu-
sive United States maternity provisions and to encourage the United States to try to model its
laws after provisions similar to Mexico's.
77. See id.
78. See id.
79.' See Isa, supra note 12.
80. See HRW A Job, supra note 42.
81. See CONSTITUCION POLITICA DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS MEXICANOS [CONST. art. 4 (Mex.) [here-
inafter MEXICAN CONSTITUTION].
82. See LEY FEDERAL DEL TRABAIO (L.F.T.) arts. 3, 56, 133(l), and 164 (Mex.) [hereinafter FEDERAL
LABOR CODE]; see also HRW Questions, supra note 1.
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There are areas that speak to sex discrimination similarly in both the Mexican
Constitution and the Mexican federal labor code. Article 123 (A)(V, XV) of the Mexican
Constitution and articles 170(1) and 166 of the Mexican federal labor code protect pregnant
women's right to work in healthy and safe environments. They also prohibit an employer
from assigning a pregnant woman to a position involving unhealthy and unsafe conditions. 83
This is designed to protect a woman's unborn fetus from unhealthy exposure prenatally.84
While these domestic laws exist, both in Mexico's Constitution and in the articles of
the federal labor code, Mexico has still generally followed a policy of nonenforcement.
Mexico's laws may in fact be too comprehensive at times, too protective for a government,
therefore limiting its resources to enforce its laws.
B. MEXICAN NONENFORCEMENT POLICY.
Clearly, Mexico's policy of nonenforcement is against the spirit and letter of both
Mexican law and NAALC. 85 Mexican government agencies do not enforce anti-discrimina-
tion laws, particularly those designed to protect women.86 Mexican protection of pregnant
women through private action is virtually nonexistent. 87 Although there are complaints filed
with the government,88 Mexican labor rights mechanisms refuse to hear such matters.89 "The
Mexican government does little to protect workers despite laws designed to do just this."90
In its defense, the Mexican government claims that pregnancy screening is not illegal.
The Mexican Ministerial Department of Labor and Social Security (DTPS) released a
statement that not only is this practice legal, "it is a fulfillment of the authority granted by
labor laws.' 91 Due to this position, Mexico has taken a nonenforcement approach. 92
Corporations argue that the federal labor code is so precise that silence on pre-hire
pregnancy screening means the practice is not prohibited. 93 The Mexican government
has interpreted its statutes, particularly those allowing pre-hire medical exams, to say that
pre-hire pregnancy testing is permitted. 94 As one Mexican labor inspector conceded, "it is
hard to get the company on a violation."95 Mexican agencies claim they lack authority
because of the Mexican government's policy of not enforcing its labor laws.96
83. See MEXICAN CONSTITUTION, supra note 81, art. 123(A)(V, XV); FEDERAL LABOR CODE, supra
note 82, arts. 166 and 170(1); see also HRW Questions, supra note 1.
84. See id.
85. See HRW A Job, supra note 42, at 3.
86. See Isa, supra note 12, at 628.
87. See id.
88. See HRW A Job, supra note 42, at 1.
89. See id.
90. See Interview with Bill McGowgn, Banca Serfin, Mexico City, in Dallas, Tex. (Apr. 5, 1999).
91. See DIRECCION DEL TRABAJO Y PREVISION SOCIAL (DTPS), Direcci6n de Comunicacion Social
(Baja California Press Release) Aug. 28, 1995 (on file with HRW).
92. See HRW A Job, supra note 42, at 2.
93. See Isa, supra note 12, at 635.
94. See HRW A lob, supra note 42, at 1.
95. See Isa, supra note 12, at 629.
96. See id. at 628.
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Mexico has strongly advocated the position that without an existing employment
relationship, there is no jurisdiction to hear pre-hire discrimination cases. 97 The Mexican
government has taken the position that a woman who alleges she has suffered pregnancy
discrimination in the pre-hiring process cannot use the adjudicative mechanisms because
she has not established a labor relationship.98 However, it is argued that redress is avail-
able without a labor relationship. 99
The Mexican federal labor code states that even if there is no preexisting labor rela-
tionship, a complainant is entitled to have access to labor tribunals and remedies for vio-
lations of the law. 100 Article 154 of the Mexican federal labor code establishes conditions
that obligate an employer to select "Mexican over non-Mexican, those who have served
satisfactorily for a great time, those having no other source of economic earnings and
have in their charge a family and those who are unionized over those who are not."101
Directly related to this is article 157 of the Mexican federal labor code, which grants to
individuals who have met the requirements of article 154 but who have not yet estab-
lished an employment relationship, the right to "present a case before the cab for indem-
nization or reinstatement." 10 2
Arguably, pregnant women who are denied employment simply because of their preg-
nancy status would be similar to an individual with no other source of economic income and
would have family in her charge. 10 3 Again, these standards are directly proscribed by the
Mexican federal labor code. The Mexican federal labor code already addresses the issue of
individuals who have not yet established a working relationship, and it ensures "access to
adjudication and that those adjudicative structures will receive and investigate the allegations
fully." 04 Therefore, it is argued that a pregnant woman's lack of an established employment
relationship should not be a hindrance to Mexico properly affording her redress. As the
HRW stated, "Mexican Ministry of Labor officials' failure to investigate and address pregnan-
cy testing is a failure of political will, not of legal mandate"'10 5
The Mexican government did at least, however, concede that pregnancy screening is a
problem worth addressing.106 In government documents, Mexico took efforts to address
this problem, adding legitimacy to NAO Submission 9701 on this matter. 107
97. See Interview by Human Rights Watch with Javier Moctezuma Barragin, Ministry of Labor,
Mexico City, Mex. (May 27, 1997).
98. See id.
99. See HRW A Job, supra note 42, at 4.
100. See id.
101. See FEDERAL LABOR CODE, supra note 82, art. 154 (as quoted in HRW A Job, supra note 42).




106. See Banks, supra note 19.
107. See id.
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IV. Corporate Responsibility and Maternity Benefits.
A. MEXICO'S MATERNITY BENEFITS: RICH ON PAPER, POOR IN PRACTICE.
The primary reason that companies implement pregnancy screening is that Mexican
labor laws are considered very generous.10 8 Through Mexico's social security system, the
law guarantees that pregnant workers will be provided with medical and financial aid. 109
Mexico's maternity leave provisions are considered very inclusive and, on their face,
appear to afford pregnant women in Mexico a very large amount of protection and com-
pensation during the maternity period. However, for a woman to take maternity leave,
she must have been employed for thirty weeks prior to taking leave for Mexico's social
security system to provide coverage. Otherwise, she is not eligible for social security.' 10
However, even if a woman is not covered by social security, the Mexican law still provides
protection for the pregnant woman through other maternity benefits. In this case, the
employer is required to provide maternity aid to the worker for six weeks before and six
weeks after delivery.'I I Essentially, if a woman has not worked the requisite time period,
the burden of bearing the cost of a woman's twelve weeks of paid maternity leave shifts
from the Mexican government to the employer. Herein lies the problem.
In Mexico, many U.S. companies do not want to bear the burden of maternity costs
and have actually relocated production factories to Mexico because of the Mexican gov-
ernment's nonenforcement policies. 112 In the 1960s, many U.S. corporations relocated
their production plants to northern Mexico to "take advantage of favorable tariff struc-
tures for importing unassembled goods and exporting finished products; low wages; and
an abundance of available workers."11 3 Many corporations readily admit to practicing
pre-hire pregnancy screenings and actively defend this practice.' 14 For example, Zenith
Corporation stated that there are "applicants in these markets whose sole interest is gain-
ing maternity benefits."'I15 Zenith also maintained that it was too costly to "unilaterally
end" pregnancy testing.11 6 In defense of the U.S. corporations, it must be noted that,
indeed, some applicants do in fact attempt to gain employment for the sole purpose of
receiving maternity benefits. However, this is not normally the case.
Companies readily admit that in Mexico they "cannot always meet the standard...
[they] would like to achieve "'1 17 and many actively defend pregnancy screening as "legal and
108. See Lara, supra note 27.
109. See NAO PUBLIC REPORT, supra note 18.
110. See id; see also Ley del Seguro Social (Law of Social Security), art. 110.
111. See id.
112. See Isa, supra note 12, at 626 and 636.
113. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4.
114. See HRW A job, supra note 42.
115. See Zenith Corp., as quoted in Isa, supra note 12, at 626.
116. See id. at 627.
117. See Letter from Dennis Wundleman, Vice President Human Resources, Zenith Corp., to Human
Rights Watch (July 12, 1996) (on file with author).
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very common in Mexico."1 18 Corporations operating in Mexico's maquiladora sector prac-
tice pregnancy screening and discrimination against women who are, or potentially may
become, pregnant. This generally includes women who are sexually active, are of childbear-
ing age, and who use contraceptives."19 "Hiring or employing pregnant women could entail
higher costs because Mexico's federal labor law contains explicit maternity provisions", 120
Corporations do not deny that these expensive costs imposed by the federal labor
code prompt them to base their hiring decisions on a potential employee's pregnancy sta-
tus. In a January 1998 letter from General Motors to the HRW, General Motors readily
admitted to participating in these practices.12 1
[lilt is our policy to base hiring decisions upon our assessment of the candi-
date's ability to do the job as well as results of the general physical examina-
tion .... That policy has not changed. To ensure proper adherence to this pol-
icy, each Plant Manager and Human Resource Director as well as all medical
personnel and others responsible for hiring decisions have been made aware
of its intent.122
However, General Motors insisted it did not always disqualify a candidate based on
her pregnancy status:
We have underscored the importance of ensuring that those instances where
maternity status can be determined without resorting to' a medical test, or
when knowledge of maternity is discovered incidental to routine physical
examinations, that hiring decisions continue to be based solely on the appli-
cant's ability to do the job .... As you may be aware, urine sampling is used
by the medical profession to determine a number of physical conditions,
including drug usage, and we do continue to utilize urine sampling to deter-
mine other conditions. 12 3
Clearly, Mexico's "comprehensive" maternity leave fails to protect the pregnant
female employee and applicant. Rather, these very inclusive and protective laws actually
force women to undergo intrusive interrogations and invasive physical examinations to
screen potentially expensive applicants out of the applicant pool. Ironically, in its attempt
to protect women by passing very comprehensive protective legislation, Mexico has essen-
tially created a disincentive for corporations to hire these "protected" women. At the same
time, the Mexican government refuses to enforce its other protective labor laws designed
118. See Letter from Walter S. Ralph, General Motors Corp., to Human Rights Watch (Mar. 7, 1997)
(on file with author).
119. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4.
120. See id.
121. In a subsequent letter from General Motors to the HRW, General Motors indicated that in
response to the investigation by the HRW (and the potential for a NAALC complaint being
filed) it had decided to change its practice and no longer required an applicant to undergo a
pregnancy screening.
122. See Letter from General Motors to LeShawn Jefferson, Human Rights Watch (Jan. 16, 1998).
123. See 5 FEDERAL LABOR CODE, art. 170 (as found in Public Report of Review of NAO Submission
No. 9701).
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to prevent this very scenario. Rather, the Mexican government imposes, but does not
enforce, massive economic obligations on corporations regarding maternity leave.
In addition to forcing the employer to bear the cost of a woman's maternity leave if
she has not met the requirements for coverage by Mexico's social security system, the fed-
eral labor code imposes other obligations on the employer. Corporations are required to
protect women from performing tasks that .would endanger the health of the pregnant
woman's fetus. 124 The company must allow the woman, after childbirth, two additional
thirty-minute breaks for breast-feeding purposes. 125 Also, the company is required by
Mexican federal labor law to give pregnant women the option of taking sixty extra days
off from work at a pay rate of fifty percent of her normal wages 126 if no more than one
year has passed since the woman gave birth. 127
While women workers are actively recruited by maquiladoras because they are con-
sidered hard and productive workers, corporations still screen employees and future
employees in an effort to weed out the additional costs these women may create as a
result of Mexican federal laws regarding maternity benefits.
B. A BRIEF COMPARISON WITH THE MATERNITY PROVISIONS OF THE OTHER
NAALC COUNTRIES.
On their face, Mexico's provisions for maternity leave appear to be more advanta-
geous for pregnant women than the similar provisions of other NAFTA countries. The
United States and Canada do not, at least legislatively, provide nearly as well for pregnant
women as Mexico does.128 The Canadian system is set up in such a way that the employer
does not bear the full cost of employing the non-working woman on maternity leave.
Under Canada's provincial system, a woman is able to take maternity leave from her job
for fifteen weeks or more, most of this time paid at over fifty percent of the woman's
salary. 129 Additionally, a woman is entitled to receive at least ten weeks of partially paid
family leave. A woman may take a longer amount of time as family leave, but it will be
uncompensated. 130
In the United States, maternity benefits provided for by law are often criticized as not
being comprehensive. As stated by Ellen Bravo, director of 9to5, National Association of
Working Women: "Yes, we don't burn brides or practice genital mutilation, [but] when I





128. The United States and Canada do not have as comprehensive maternity legislation as Mexico
does: This is, however, misleading. The problem for Mexico is not that its laws are not com-
prehensive, but rather that the law shifts the burden of the maternity leave to the employer.
The United States and Canada do not impose this sort of a burden on the employer, and there-
fore, their maternity laws, although not as comprehensive as Mexico's, are more enforceable.
129. Editorial: Wealthy Uncle Sam is Robbing Working Women of Time Off to Nurture Their
Newborns: A Family Values Fraud, 37123 GLAMOUR (May 1999) at 186 [hereinafter Uncle Sam].
130. See id.
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maternity leave, and we're not, I'm certainly not proud."13 1 In fact, according to a recent
study by the ILO, the United States has one of the least comprehensive maternity leave
policies in the world. According to the ILO survey, Costa Ricans receive four months of
maternity leave at 100 percent of their salaries. Italians are entitled to five months leave at
eighty-percent pay. Over seventy countries provide compensated maternity benefits
through their country's social security system. 132
The Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) is the only national childbirth provision
available in the United States. The FMLA entites both women and men who work for
companies with over fifty employees to twelve weeks of unpaid leave to care for either a
newborn baby, a recently adopted child, or a very ill family member. 133 The FMLA
ensures that a job will be held for the employee when they return to work; however, the
employee must bear the burden of taking the leave without receiving any compensation
during that period. 134 While this may appear to be the most undesirable of maternity
laws of all three of NAALC's member countries, 135 it should be noted that while the
FMLA does not provide extensive benefits for pregnant women, by not making the
employer bear the burden of maternity leave, pregnancy screening does not actively occur
in the United States.13 6
The United States may have a policy that guarantees very few maternity rights to
women in comparison to other countries; however, Mexican laws are deceptively over-
inclusive. The Mexican system provides for greater maternity benefits, but because a great
burden is placed on the employer, the Mexican government often defers to the employer
and does not enforce its laws. This deference that the Mexican government shows to cor-
porations is a primary element in Mexico's violation of its obligations under NAALC.
C. FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT.
Foreign corporate interests heavily influence the Mexican government's actions and
inactions. U.S. corporations relocating to Mexico for the tariff structures, low wages, and
available number of workers, has proven to be an integral part of Mexico's economy.
There are economic incentives for the Mexican government to not enforce its laws, 137 and
corporate interests prevail in the maquiladora sector. The Mexican government, whether
directly due to political corruption or to increased investment, has readily overlooked the
practices that the maquiladoras employ to screen out potentially costly workers.
131. See id.
132. See Uncle Sam, supra note 129.
133. See id.
134. See id.
135. Some American companies provide additional coverage for maternity leave beyond that which
is required by FMLA. Many corporations provide for a woman to take maternity leave at all or
part of her normal salary. In this instance, the companies, as part of their internal corporate
policies, willingly assume the burden of funding this maternity leave.
136. Pregnancy screening does not actively occur in Canada either. Of the three member countries
in NAALC, pregnancy screening has only been documented in Mexico.
137. See Smith, supra note 3.
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Arguably, the Mexican government has continually allowed discrimination to occur
and has routinely failed to enforce protective provisions in the name of encouraging for-
eign investment.1 38 Rather than forcing corporations to abide by the federal maternity
provisions, the Mexican government has willingly ignored its discrimination provisions
to permit corporations to screen applicants and employees for pregnancy. A balancing
between the protection of human rights of pregnant women, who have little bargaining
power, and the powerful maquiladoras, who have an inordinate amount of bargaining
power, inevitably leads to a finding in favor of the maquiladoras by the Mexican govern-
ment. Because the economic disincentives to regulate the maquiladora industry outweigh
the benefits of enforcement, the Mexican government has failed to regulate the
maquiladora industry effectively.139
Foreign investment is vital to the Mexican economy as it diversifies the market place.
Investment from U.S. corporations also advances technology.140 Foreign investment, par-
ticularly U.S. corporations operating in the maquiladora sector, also increases employ-
ment and cost efficiency. 141 Maquiladoras have become so powerful and are so vital to
the Mexican infrastructure that enforcement of domestic protections may not be
viable. 142 Maquiladoras generate billions of dollars in export products for the U.S. corpo-
rations operating in Mexico. This system of economic "power houses" also generates a
great amount of capital investment for Mexico. Clearly, the Mexican government does not
want to lose the benefits its economy gains from foreign investment in the maquilado-
ras.143 While it seems to be the Mexican government's prerogative to chose whether or
not to acknowledge and enforce its own domestic laws, this is not the case. Not only does
this nonenforcement policy fail to safeguard workers' rights, it also signals a violation of
Mexico's obligations under NAFTA to enforce its domestic labor laws. 144
V. U.S. NAO Submission No. 9701.
Mexico's nonenforcement policy regarding pregnancy discrimination led to the filing
of NAO Submission No. 9701.145 NAO Submission No. 9701 was filed, in accordance
with NAALC, by the HRW, the National Association of Democratic Lawyers of Mexico
(ANAD), and the International Labor Rights Fund (ILRF).1 46
138. See Isa, supra note 12, at 632.
139. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4.




144. Article 1 of NAALC (Objectives) obligates each country (the United States, Canada, and
Mexico) to "promote compliance with, and effective enforcement by each Party, of its labor
law." See NAALC, supra note 25, art. 1.
145. U.S. NATIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE, Executive Summary, Public Report of Review on
Submission No. 9701 (last modified Jan. 12, 1998) <http://www.dol.gov/dol/
ilab/public/media/reports/nao/execpr- 1.htm> (hereinafter NAO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY).
146. See id.
584 NAFTA: Law and Business Review of the Americas
A. BACKGROUND.
The investigation by the HRW spanned from maquiladoras in Tijuana to
Matamoros.1 47 The HRW interviewed:
... women's rights activists, maquiladora personnel, labor rights advocates,
Mexican government officials, community organizers, and victims of sex-
based employment discrimination in five cities: Tijuana, in Baja California
state; Chihuahua, in Chihuahua state; and Matamoros, Renosa, and Rio
Bravo, in Tamaulipas state. We -interviewed women who currently or in the
recent past worked as line workers or assemblers .... 48
In its investigation, the HRW found with few exceptions that during the hiring process,
women are continually forced to submit to pregnancy exams. This often consists of exams in
which urine samples are taken by doctors and nurses who are employed by the maquiladoras
or who are contracted independently by the maquiladoras.149 Also, the HRW investigation
uncovered the fact that the staff of the maquiladoras ask intrusive questions about a woman's
menstrual cycle, her sexual activities, and her use of contraceptives.150
The HRW also found that pregnancy discrimination in Mexico's maquiladora sector is
not limited to pre-hire pregnancy screening. Current discriminatory practices include reas-
signing women who are employed, but who have become pregnant, to demanding, difficult
work hoping that the woman will elect to resign rather than be forced to endure the harsh
conditions.15' The HRW has expressed a great concern that "such discriminatory treatment
may directly compromise women worker's regulation of their pregnancies by forcing them
into a situation of fearing the loss of their jobs if they become pregnant."152
The HRW also reported: "in cases when women workers become pregnant, the fear
of losing their jobs often compels women to hide their pregnancies, and risk their and
their fetuses' well being. In many instances women find themselves in the untenable posi-
tion of choosing between their jobs and their rights."'153
B. SUBMISSION PROCESS.
In response to all of the HRW discoveries, NAO Submission No. 9701 was filed
according to the provisions of NAALC. The submission was filed on May 16, 1997, and it
was accepted for review on July 14, 1997.154 A public hearing was held on November 19,
1997 in the border town of Brownsville, Texas.1 55
147. See HRW A Job, supra note 42.
148. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4.
149. See id.
150. See id.
151. See HRW A Job, supra note 42.
152. See Human Rights Watch, supra note 4, at 5.
153. See id.
154. See NAO PUBLIC REPORT, supra note 18.
155. See BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL LABOR AFFAIRS, U.S. NAO, Notice of Public Hearing on Submission
No. 9701 (visited Mar. 30, 1999) <http://gatekeeper.dol.gov/dol/ilab/public/
media/notice.htm>.
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In addition to the charges of discriminatory pre-hire and post-hire practices by
maquiladoras, Submission No. 9701 alleged that pregnancy discrimination in Mexico's
maquiladora sector "is widely countenanced by Mexican government officials charged
with enforcing Mexico's labor laws, and may even be condoned as part of a wider effort to
curb population growth."'1 56 The submission also asserted that relief in Mexico is unavail-
able to remedy this problem. 157 Submission No. 9701 claimed that through its policy of
nonenforcement, Mexico violated several articles of NAALC.158 These articles include
article 3(l), enforcement of labor laws, and articles 4(1) and 4(2), access to tribunals and
recourse availability. 159 The submission was supported by investigations and interviews
performed by the HRW,160 and it named the corporations 16 1 of Teledyne, AT&T,
Panasonic, ITT, Sunbeam, and Zenith as violators. 162
The U.S. NAO was required by procedural guidelines to complete a review and
release a public report in 180 days from the date of acceptance of the complaint. 163 In its
review, the U.S. NAO was faced with two issues: one legal and one factual. The U.S. NAO
needed to determine: (1) what Mexican law is regarding pregnancy discrimination and
(2) if pregnancy screening was an illegal and systematic problem. 164
C. FINDINGS.
On January 12, 1998, the U.S. NAO issued a report on its findings. 165 The U.S. NAO
concluded that post-hiring discrimination does occur in Mexico, 166 and it recommended
the "Secretary of Labor [of NAALC] engage in ministerial level consultations with the
Secretary of Labor and Social Welfare of Mexico. '167
The result of this conclusion was mixed. First, it was difficult for the U.S. NAO in
Washington, D.C. to convince Mexico to agree to a consultation. 168 Under NAALC, no
other member country can directly impose its laws on another member country. Instead,
the countries are limited to "building on existing institutions and mechanisms in Canada,
Mexico, and the U.S. to achieve the preceding economic and social goals."'169 This
156. See NAO PUBLIC REPORT, supra note 18, at 3.
157. See id. at 5
158. See id. at 3.
159. See id.
160. See id. at 4.
161. Some corporations, such as General Motors, were also in violation of Mexican law by practic-
ing pregnancy screening. However, due to the investigation by Human Rights Watch and the
threat of a complaint under NAALC, such corporations remedied their practices. By doing
this, the corporations avoided any negative attachment to NAO Submission No. 9701.
162. See McGrady, supra note 9, at 14.
163. See NAO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, supra note 145, at 1.
164. See Banks, supra note 19.
165. See HRW A Job, supra note 42.
166. See Leoncio Lara, The NAALC's Consultations and Evaluations: The First Labor Cases, 4 NAFTA
L. & BUS. REV. AM. 95, 105 (Summer 1998).
167. See NAO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, supra note 145, at 1.
168. SeeBanks, supra note 19.
169. See NAALC, supra note 25, at 2.
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undoubtedly was an obstacle in convincing the Mexican government to submit to scruti-
ny by an American branch of NAALC (the U.S. NAO).
Second, while the U.S. NAO recognized that post-hire pregnancy discrimination was
a violation of NAALC and noted that pre-hire discrimination regularly occurred, it did
not directly find that pre-hire screening was illegal. 170 The report concluded that there
was ambiguity regarding the legality of this practice and that women workers in the
maquiladoras of Mexico were uneducated as to what their rights are. 17 1
On October 21, 1998, Mexico and the United States entered into a nine-month agree-
ment (to be implemented by July of 1999). The purpose of this agreement is to end preg-
nancy discrimination. 172 To date there have been only action plans, workshops, and inter-
governmental conferences on this matter.173 However, the U.S. NAO process is still limit-
ed by Mexico and its general unwillingness to fully discuss matters or to accept responsi-
bility for enforcement. 174
VI. An Attempt at Resolution by NAALC.
NAALC's dispute resolution system has not been extensively tested. 175 Some critics
claim that the process has a loophole that allows Mexico to remain non-compliant.' 76
There are no effective means of enforcing the findings of NAALC's administrative bodies
in this matter due to the fact that pregnancy discrimination is not alleged to involve labor
principles that permit sanctions against the offending country by the other member
countries. The HRW has publicly stated that the NAALC process has been disappointing
and inadequate. 177 The HRW has also stated its belief that even consultations between
the countries will not have a significant impact on the problem of pregnancy discrimina-
tion in Mexico's maquiladora sector.1 78 It is interesting to note that to date, none of the
women who were dismissed from their positions have been reinstated. 179
Mexico has repeatedly shown that it is resistant to the spirit of NAALC.180 Critics
claim that the Mexican government readily accepts the benefits of NAFTA but refuses to
abide by its rules and obligations.' 8' For example, in response to Submission No. 9701,
Mexico first argued that the complaint was beyond the scope of NAALC and that the
practice was not illegal. 182 Mexico also claimed that the entire complaint, as set out by the
170. See HRW A Job, supra note 42, at 7.
171. See Banks, supra note 19.
172. See Summary of Submissions Received Under the NAALC (visited Mar. 30, 1999) <http://labour-
travail.hrdc-drhc.gc.cal.doc/spp-psp/eng/nafta-aleina/e/submiss-e.html>.
173. See Banks, supra note 19.
174. See id.
175. See Isa, supra note 12.
176. See NAALC, supra note 25, art. 40
177. See HRW A Job, supra note 42.
178. See id. at 9-10.
179. See McGrady, supra note 9.
180. See Griffin, supra note 31, at 139.
181. See id.
182. See NAO PUBLIC REPORT, supra note 18, at 10.
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HRW, was insubstantial and lacked merit. 183 Mexico argued that its government is inca-
pable of enforcing anti-screening provisions and that it was not obligated to enforce or
defend the discrimination finding. 184 Because the benefits of foreign investment so
strongly outweigh the benefits of enforcement, Mexico continues to ignore its commit-
ments under NAALC. 185
Despite Mexico's failures in this area, NAALC's administrative process has not been
without its successes. This process has been very effective through informal channels.
Some U.S. corporations have sought to minimize their exposure to this process. 18 6
General Motors, for example, changed its policy of pre-hire pregnancy screening in
Mexico in order to avoid the stigma of being included in a U.S. NAO complaint. 187 The
'Mexican Congress has also introduced legislation in response to the publicity surround-
ing the U.S. NAO submission. Although pregnancy discrimination is already against the
law of Mexico, new legislation to prevent this from happening was proposed. 188 To date,
however, there has been no new passage of laws in Mexico. 189 The most recent potential
impact that NAALC has had is that Mexico may have recently conceded that in some
instances pregnancy pre-hire screening may be contrary to Mexican domestic law. 190
Unfortunately, there is some disagreement over whether Mexico actually intended this
statement or whether it was a misinterpretation. However, even with this recent progress,
there are still no mechanisms in place for Mexican labor courts to hear a matter without a
preexisting labor contract. 191 Clearly, any resolution on this matter is not very effective
when there is no access to, and thus, no redress available from, labor courts. 192
VII. Conclusion.
Mexican resistance to the labor side agreement of NAFTA, NAALC, is well illustrated by
the continued practice of pre-hire and post-hire pregnancy discrimination in the maquiladora
sector. The amount of fault lying with American corporations actively recruiting women of
childbearing age to work in the maquiladora system but continuing to implement pregnancy
screening procedures, and the amount of fault lying with the Mexican government that has
chosen a policy of nonenforcement regarding the policing of its protective labor laws, is diffi-
cult to determine. Aside from negative publicity, American corporations remain unaccount-
able for their actions in Mexico. Without Mexico first agreeing to enforce its laws and abide by
its obligations under NAALC, a resolution remains illusive.
183. See HRW A Job, supra note 42, at 1.
184. See id.
185. Seelsa, supra note 12, at 631.
186. See id. at 650.
187. See Letter from Walter Ralph, supra note 64.
188. See HRW A job, supra note 42, at 2.
189. See id.
190. See Banks, supra note 19.
191. See id; see also E-mail from Kevin Banks, NAALC Secretariat, to Laurie J. Silver (Sept. 15, 1999)
(on file with author).
192. See id.
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Mexico continues a policy of nonenforcement of its own domestic law, even in light
of recent concessions that both pre-hire and post-hire pregnancy discrimination are con-
.trary to Mexican domestic laws. NAALC's dispute resolution system is still in its infancy
and has proven relatively ineffective in its ability to remedy the situation. Clearly, Mexico
continues to actively violate its obligations under NAFTA as it continues to resist its
obligations under NAALC.
Perhaps NAALC's dispute resolution system should be modified to incorporate
greater enforcement capabilities and more regulatory strength. Whether the critics are
right in blaming the labor agreement itself for the failure of Mexico to protect pregnant
workers or whether the balance should rightly be divided between NAALC, Mexico, and
the corporations is of little consequence. In reality, until reforms are made in the actions
of all three, the practice of pregnancy discrimination in Mexico will continue at the
expense of female workers' rights.
